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quickly mov ing fore ign politico/nilivary ¢ crises were the basis for the 


of some that bave occurred within the nevepaper memory of the reader. 
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PRELIMINARY THCUGHTS C4 CRISES: MOME CUESTIONS THU ANSWERS 


By Amrom fl. Kutz = Her 1972 


We are vell inte the second decade of ineres.: ingiy successful and 





var ied satellite reece orerations. Their success is so routine and the ir 


i 


technical performance is so remarkable, that thene massive facts might 
lead the unwary (or unthinking) observer into a mood of smugness and | 
complacency. But because ny aud fence cannot be so cheracterized, I 2 
will address some vis ible proolems directly. 3 


The requirements. for prompt, bio he accurate ‘Ante igence about 


of 
a ee 


recent (cancelled) big project. 


The nature of such crises is illuminated by a (partial) listing 


Several have occurred in the Middle East: the Six-Day war in 1967 - 
the rapid deployment of SA-2s and SA-3s in the Suez Canal area in 
violation of the Aug 7, 1970 cease-fire , the multiple commercial 
aircraft bi-Jackings to Jordan (1970), the ine ident of Syrian tanks 


invading Jordan (1970). ‘The Aug 20, 1968 Soviet invasion of Czecho- 


slovakia - the 1969 Soviet-Chinese encounter on the Ussuri River and - as 


the recent (Dec 1971) India-Pakistan war, furnish examples of situations oe 


where (in my judgment) our curiosity was intense, but a precomitment 


— 
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ite 


to stay-the-hell out in-any-event was sO strong that it couldn't 





have been shaken by any intelligence data.* 

New shiny systems exist on paper. They promise to "solve" the 
reconnaissance aspects of the national becigionaber's problems in 
coping with such crises » but both the extent of the promise, and the 
confidence in it, seen (to me) to be proportional to the square of 
the time from now tilt Io. 

So, sensible people argued “if we need such capabilities then, 
we certainly and a fortiori need it now." This logic resulted in the 
start of the recent "interim solution” exercise. The fascinating | 
point is that the original source of the requirement for “the interim” 

The State Dept - is still pushing for such a system. As I pointed 
out to Ray Cline, this push will be over someone ‘s dead bodies - 
those who ' ‘von" and especially those who are numbered among the casualties 
of the last encounter and are dispirited about another pattle. But 
there it is, with requirements (derived from the fall 1970 Middle East 
crisis) of a ground resolution of 2' - 3h ee | | 
——"SDiscussions with readers of an eerlier draft have suggested such 
precommitments are not guaranteed for all time and all places. Things 
may change. Also, even though ve may be curious, some of our allies 
or friends might be involved, and perhaps they could use the data. 

| *#One of the readers of an earlier draft, setting the origin i“ ¥ 
this requirement, wonders vhether there is a sharp cutoff in utility, ~~ 
i.e., how useful ig &'-6' resolution, or 6'-9'? At this writing, it 


beats me. Suspicions are not coequal with analysis. In addition to 


timeliness and resolution, we need some measure of required coverage 
(area or nuaber of targets). I've beard nothing on this. 
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I find that the diagran below - a qualitative "timeliness" scale - 





can be used in discussion with such people. They are responsive to 
simple expression of ideas. 






t ve ; at we : - Real Tim 
have now (weeks to months) want (days) RTR . ‘Response 
| | (hrs) (Instant 
Note that I have been careful to omit any numerical scale. Sir Robert 
Watson-Watt's elegant description of what radar equipment the British 
wanted in WWII went Like thie, "We vant the third best. The first 
best is unattainable, and the second best comes too late." Similarly, 


with regard to our problen, if logically def ined, bonest-to-god real 


time is unattainadle, and nesr-real time comes far dowm-stream. We 


should went the third best. Can we put any number on the location of | 


“that midpoint? I think eo. If you talk to State, vhich ie conetrained 


and frustrated by present systen delays, you'll find that a response 
time of 2-3 days ~ from question to ansver - would be great. I agree. 
ine, long ago, carefully def ined the type of crisis in which 
he was most interested as "one where the cutting edge of our response 
is primarily political, not military.” In other words, such crises 
would inwolve the Secretary of State more than they would the JCS. ~ 
“A reeder sugges that t ss is a requirement for: "political 
response, the resolution requirement is for "militery” response. He 
argues further that "A military response of a few days based on photog~- 
raphy implies a variable standby capability to intervene at various | 
levels of force in different parts of the world. Such a capability is 
@ military planner's nightmare. Diplomatic vords are more rapidly 


than military forces (they are also Seeners at least in the 
short-tera) ." 
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Pe Eo 
This point can stand, and needs, fuller and separate aintineion: 
because on it hinges both the timeliness requirements and Fesciuyion . 
‘requirements. | Tmt is, if resolution as we use it, is relevant at all . 
how do we photograph a palace nevar ut Or a coup being plotted at night a 
in a rathskeller? Stated simply, bow come the — to Cline ‘sg | 
"question cones. Out to be a satellite? Is it because the ‘satellite 
community” - the industrial contractors and the government operators -.. 
are organized, vocal, confident, geared < to tackle (almost) anything? 
Perhaps this minor heresy is sufficient unto the day thereof. 
Considerable confus ion exists about crises. Lately, as a direct 
veual< Ob tw 6060 iauing @acteestul Soviet @utirantall ite: deata, oe nee 
begun tw be weehine about the vulnerability of our satellites. And, | 
because the vord "crisis" is used in this case as well es in the cases 
described earlier, ve had better differentiate between crises. I 
propose to preempt, semantically. Let us agree, in the absence of. uni- 
versally accepted standards that: 
CRISIS Type I refers to good, old fashioned international crises 
such as the Middle East, India-Pakistan, Cuba II, . 
| | ete. Those are terrestrial, on the ground. 
CRISIS Type II refers to a crisis involving the interruption of 
aes ow satellite reconnaissance by active means 


employed by another nation. Such crises ere out 
in space. 7 | 


Having defined our terns, let's see what can be said about Crises. 
Type II. First, let us narrov our field of view, suppressing, for a 
first eateadd political considerations, and ee recce satellites 
as a juicy catect system. We are enubarked on a course of development 


that — and deploys bigger and bigger, more and more complex, 
Handle V. 
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longer and longer life systems. These birds have been protected by 
assumption - the belief that nobody would interfere with their operation. 
Even in the absence of evidence that the assumption rests on questionable 


premises, it should have been clear that the line of development we were 
edictable manifestation of U.S. style - might by itself 


greatly influence or change the other guy's behavior. Said simply, we 
ere tempting him with juicier targets than we used to. 





Tnen there's the COSMOS series » & Gemonstrated capability to knock 
off birds. We are forced to explain vhat the Soviets are up to. 
Unfortunately, they have not seen fit to explain, despite public (U.8.) 
‘discussion of our concerns. We must construct our own explanation. 

‘The simplest explanation of what they're up to is that they want to | 
interfere with our recce satellites. The principle of Occam's razor 
would argue that this is the best explanation, but in this case, for 
reasons that will follow later, I'd argue with it. 

Altemative “explanations” include: = 

(1) The S.U. wants to be able to knock off one of their own 
birds, say a disabled bomb-in-orbit. This idea, though fascinating, 
is not mine yet. I leave the erguments against it to the reader, but 
1 ais0 suggest that this idea is too interes ting to dismiss, and that 
its novelty alone is insufficient to argue against it. The main eechnice®. 

- arguments include that it would be easier to deorbit the bomb than to 

14 shoot it don. But vhat if the orbital bomb really isn't Listening or 


respond ing? 
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(2) The S.U. is really more worried about Chinese satellites. 
If this is valid, the S.U. would bave started work years before a 
Chinese satellite existed. This is hard to believe. 

(3) The bureaucratic. explanation. This is short fora for a 


compl icated explanation of S.U. behavior. Behind the seeming seamless | 


wall Surroumn the S.U., there is the same kind of inter-service rivalry | 


as we enjoy, the same kind of ionceolerent rors ion-making, the same kind 
of hobby-horse riding, etc. Perhaps there’ sa general or a minister 
with clout who says "“goddans:it., we just gotta have an anti-satellite 
q@pability.” In olver wards, the visibility and “fact” of anti-satellite 
experiments, and even the relatively large costs involved (some excellent 


economists could easily wipe me out on this last point) do not sutomatically 


mean that a plan exists. If this goes down cross-vays, vack off and look 


at our own ehuttle program. Or at the Skybolt, Navaho, Snark, B-70 =~ - =) 


etc.* 
But defining or arguing the Froblen away is a cop-out. what do 
we do about this threat? Here's where NRO has a problen. We ean do 


one or more of the following (the list is not exhaustive). 


“Jt has been suggested that perhaps the start of our anti-satellite 
efforts ~ Program 437 - may have catalyzed Soviet efforts ("If they 
ere doing it, we should too.” Note that either the S.U. or the U.S. 
can be the “they” in this statement, in which case the other becomes the 
“we"). The S.U. may not believe that we cancelled our system, or even 
af they believed us, they may have figured that their project works fine 
gO vhy cancel? It is a delicious, if unprovadle, thought, that we may 
have, fowever inadvertently, led them into a cul-de-sac. . 
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(1) Make our satellites invulnerable to attack® (or relatively 


(2) Make our satellites invisible, i.e., undetectable (or 

relatively 80) | | | | | | 
(3) Make sure thet ve have a standby system ready, that can 

be useful, can be ‘deployed fast, and has other characteristics which 
either make: it Sener RES) or failing that, confront the S.U. with a 
too expensive or too intractable a problen. | 

(4) Prepare to shoot their birds down (or up). I must comment 
on this last point. I never could understand, and still don't, how our 
AEM is a response to Sneir AEM. Our ABM doesn't fight their ABM; in 
fact the two systens never see each other. Enough for the moment. 


Sinileriy, if we need reece, shooting their birds down doesn’t get it 


for us. 


This leads to a point that must be made sooner or later. I ignore 
the arguments thet will appeer later against the S.U.'s interfering with 


our birds. Let's just suppose that one of our recce birds is attacked 


Built into this entire discussion is the notion of non-nuclear 
attack, which gives rise to a prediction I made over a yeer ago (before 
the announcement that the POTUS would visit the PRC) that the Chinese 


would let go a nuclear veapon at (our) satellite altitudes, thus causing 
intense discomfort to both the U.S. and the S.U. Of course, as Lew Allen 


keeps reminding @€, part of ny prediction was that it would. happen within 
a year. . 
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the S. U., that we my ie, and that ve ppeye a standby system. What should 
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Here we come smack up against something to wnich, (to the best of 
my knowledge) no thought has been given, by us, or by anyone else. | 
‘Requirements: what are they?*# I reject out of hand the quaint idea 
that what ve vere do ing the day or week or month before the attack, is 
guidance or prescription for what we should si immediately after an attack. 
Unchanged continuation of our technical intelligence objectives, a cast 
etc., etc., as tasks for our Crisis, Type II recce reeyouee makes no 


sense, unless the attack on the bird is unrelated to some ground activity 





that the S.U. doesn't want us to see. But if such an attack is unrelated, 
why should ve bust our back to be in a hurry in the pursuit of an 


x #0n the other hand, how do we determine a jori, something which 


3 | is at best determined a posteriori? Were one Ofour main recce birds 


attacked, and disabled, I can readily imagine that the President would | 

tell this community, "I'd give anything for recce." Yet, because of the 
oo - yealities of the budget, we'd be lucky to have a (relatively) cheap 
< i system to respond with. This is a rea) paradox. By the way, to calibrate 
E. our thinking about "cheap," consider that the whole St. Lawrence seaway 
¢ project cost about 400 megabucks, Hoover Dam and its power complex, about 
4 | 150 megabucks, and the State Dept, our embassies, and everybody involved 
: in the Dept of State runs about 400 megabucks/year. 


L | *#One of the readers suggests that I am in error on this point. He 

‘ a claims that this is a plan, and that the first step is to utilize some 
QRo to obtain photos and get them to the decision makers in 12 hours (!). 
The ground crisis erea is to be covered, or if there is no recognized 
crisis on the grow, 50% of the indicator /varning targets are to be 


covered. Resolution required: 2'-&b'. In light of this, I've decided 
to allow my statement to stand. 2 | 
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otherwise leisurely activity? A notorious advocate of a siacay 3 system 
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argues that the basis forsuch a system is clear. It should, he says 
a) Conduct normal operations with some pre-enphasis: 
b) I.uvestigate what led to the shut-down, i.e. , detect changes 
c) Show the flag | | 
a) Confuse and confound (Ed note: them, not us) 
Why should ‘the $.U. attack our recce satellites? Here we must 
recognize at least two cases: 
a) A single isolated attack on only one of our birds. 
b) Wholesale, continued attack on all our birds, and their — 
replacements. | | 
z vould argue that the first case is improbable from first principles. . 
If the S.U. objective is to blind us for e short period so that they can 
keep us ignorant about an operation, they need also deafen us. We here | : 
tend to forget about the ELINT/COMINT birds, which are always up and 
usually in quantities greater than one. S0, the S.U. would have to 
. G@eny us both sight and sound.* This requires multiple attack. Note that 
I am ignoring other sources of data, in yerticular ground-based technical | 
collectors. 1 can be cavalier about this, but I suspect the Soviet 
Union can‘t or ont be. | 
I must cope with @ potential onsets to my emphasis on other 
sources. If satellites have proved to be indispensable, and such 


Someone vho knove more about this than I do comments: | “SIGINT - 
easily tricked; deny us sight and sound - easily done.” To be fair, I 
include this coment, but I can't evaluate it. 3 
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really great producers, how dare I consider ground based systeus as 
an alternative? To ansver this, please recall that satellites are superb 
for going over otherwise denied or inaccessible areas. But where are the 


crises likely to be? Look at the recent examples . | Not only was none 


deep in the S.U. itself, but all were outside the S.U., except for the 


Ussuri River S.U. - Chinese incidents; all vers in fairly eccess ible 
areas. So blinding us temporarily is likely insufficient to guarantee 
jrivacy to a Soviet operation.* | 

Why should they do it? Although there is abundant evidence that the 


Soviets don't reason ora Uy es ve do, they do reason. They make errors, 


but never capriciously. Their past actions have been conservative, but 


the changes in the allitary balance of the U.S. V¥.a&.Vv. the 8.U. may 
increase the S.U.'s propensity to take risks.*+ (The excellent testimony 
by experts and scholars of the Soviet Union before Senator Jackson's 
Subcoumittee on International Negotiations should be read. These hear ings 
are compact, eccessible, well written and better _— unclassified). 

Were the S.U. so stupid as to mock off one of our birds, all 
kinds of costs vould have to be paid by them, without reaping any 


benefits. Let's look at some of the goals the S.U. cherishes. | 
*Several readera have pointed out that this ergusent is not completely 


valid vecause there have been activities within the Soviet Union that 
did cause us to pay attention; these activities vere observable only by 
satellite. I accept the addition. In partial rebuttal, I argue that 


these episodes did not turn out t be crises. +06 


*#Several of ay resder's make the point that the S.U. may be develaciie 
@ capability that my not yet have a specific purpose but that obtaining 
en ASaT capability is ‘ust a square that should be filled in enroute to 
achieving ailitary superiority. 
i cae of my readers claims that I've got my eye on the wrong target. 


‘vatehing the Soviet reaction to a crisis is more important than 
ents ng the crisis, e.g., vatching changes in §.U. alert Pte le 


other signs of exploiting the crisis. ‘BYEN AN. 
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In my Opinion (and that of the experts who. agree with me) the 




























fundamental, long term, yersistent gonl of the Soviets is to dominate 
the world, at least in A supervisory sense, and to achieve this end 
: without war. | 
The. S.U. has at least two near verm objectives. First is a 1 SALT 
treaty, one which would shut ors expansion of eertiin weapon systems, 
nnd which, more lopertant, would creute (in the u.3.) a mood of detente, | 
an atmosphere in whico éefense traught, Tat NicaeaepeonAavions: would 
be like skiing uphill. | 
second, the ALU. is fnterested in» European Security conference, 
with the view in mind ¢ of reduc ing forces in Europe . MBFR (an unpro- 
nounceable tern meaning Mutual Balanced Force Reduction) is our em: 7 
for this. Not that the U.S. doesn't want to reach the sane nominal . | : | 
goals. we do. The recent Mansfield move to cut our European forces — 


in half, unilaterally, was forestaljed only on the promise of MBFR 


negotiations. 


oi 


This memo is not a course in international aaa ated politics, 


SALT, or MBFR.. But I nerd ta. note these ideas in order to remove or at ; 

| ‘the least, bend, Sachanitaicdl blinders. There's wore to our problen : 
cf TOGNCS and vulneravilirty tran that alone. ; 
For exemple, 7 ‘Pusdamentd preaise underlying our SALT negotiations | : 

is that national weuns of verification will be employed, and that they 


are sufficient. (Tis is the necevied euphemism for unilateral satellite 
1) ; 
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gi 6=6=S—'«<“‘<‘érecommnipssance). Further, it is implicitly understood (perhaps it will 
3 ‘become explicit) that neither side will interfere (actively) with the 
Other's satellites. Now I argue that achieving a SALT treaty, and the 


concomitant political and atmospheric consequences of so doing, are a 


7” * , #4 
AY 


pearl of exceedingly high price, one which the $.U. would not easily — 


sacrifice for a cheap shot eat our birds. Such an event, a junior Peerl 
Harbor in space, might trigger us out of complacency, produce new defense 


| appropriations, stop European negotiations, alert our ellies, etc., ete.# 





But maybe they could get avay with it without our getting all 
stirred up. For us to arouse the public, ietaiee excite them, over 
the destruction of a satellite that they had been uninformed about is a 
bit much. I would argue that even if a city is destroyed, we won't _ 
: react automatically snd quickly. And this is more serious than a ship 
< ‘eencoe Gapturea Gt bec, Walch de mnee. sac ious than ena/e being siet 
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down, which is more serious a piece of secret unmanned apparatus be ing 
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killed in space. I have constructed a crude PPO (Provocation Pecking 
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Order ys that tends to negate my earlier argument that a shot at one of 


en ek 


our birds would have serious repercussions, adverse from the Soviet viev. 





This discussion raises a possibility not yet addressed in these 
notes. Were the Soviets interested in negating one of our recce satellites 
( rendering it impotent) » they sight prefer doing it in an undetectable | 
———"3One of my readers doubts this (end on other occasions, so have I), 
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saying "Given the history of the U.S. in breaking its back to live up to 
treaties, should overhead reconnaissance not be written into the treaty 
md denied us by the Soviets, ve would not break the treaty but would | re 
intensify collection by other existing or promising futuristic me thods. f 
(also skiing uphill)" 4. 
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manner. Ground based systems could meet ‘this requirement. Thus they'd 
get the bonus without the onus. Kote however that what's being proposed 
has nothing to do with the COGS type of ambush in space. 

Let's take another look at the alleged S.U. incentive - to Lind 
us temporarily. — They haven't done so in the past. So, I ask, how did 
they suffer? Were we, with all unimpaired satellites, on top of the S ix- | 
Day var? the Czech invasion? the violation of the standstill Seascbire 
in the Middle East! We weren ‘t and I claim that these facts are known 
to the S.U. So why should they bother? | 

The careful reader will notice that I've not yet talked about the 
single most disturb ing "explanation" of the Soviet anti~satellite astivesy = 
preparation for a first-strike. This jicdeat tan would go along with the 
"explanation" of the huge SS-9 program, because in our ailitary calcu- 
lations, the SS-9 makes sense only as a first strike weapon.. 

Presumably, a Soviet first strike would be enhanced, were all our 
early verning avateus knocked out. If this be true, the Soviet require- 
ment would be to knock oul our synchronous 647 system as well as the 
three BMEWs redare. The sticking point is that the relationship between 
the sieewved coswos anti-satellite experiments and a synchronous altitude 
kill capability is unclear, and to me, non-existent. 

Further, all ve can do vith early varning (vhat a misnomer: the 


| warning derived from | BMEWs and a is really very late) is to flush 
13 
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@ fraction of Our B-52 force. We're certainly not going to fire an 
y 


Po we yabed's nepSitangiel ood 


missiles on warning. So the utility of this exercise to the Soviets | 


is questionable and mushy. 


Pen ati ite! 


I am left hoist by our bi auee clea: 
I pause nov, to avoid the twin diseases of length and feputiticn. 


I will try to resolve the questions raised above. More later. | 


SSCL ee a Se 


7 8 -~ 
2 at 
"hehe! 


. 
-, 
¢ “. Ga, 


a °« 
ow! Seat. oe 
a e 


+ tenes cig! od. 


eo « ‘35 et 7 a 
ee eae 


ere 
“Le 
« 


14 


ee ee THETA y ane 


a e 
Lal 
wigs 


Handle Via 


BYEMAN 


Control System Only 


. CT 


5 PD, 





